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High conflict co-parents engage in recurrent litigation (Neff & Cooper, 2004) that significantly
strains the court system and exacerbates their conflict (Kelly, 2004; Haddad, Philips, & Bone,
2016). To date, few studies have been conducted to evaluate programs designed to reduce the
conflict and recurrent litigation that occurs when high conflict couples engage in custody
proceedings. Those evaluations that do exist are limited by small sample sizes, lack of
comparison groups, lack of significance testing, and/or do not include relevant methodological
information for replication. Using a quasi-experimental design, the present study compared court
involvement and the proportion of parenting cases who reached an agreement among high
conflict parents who received three different court services, with particular focus on two novel
targeted services that were designed for high conflict parents. The study also surveyed Family
Relations Counselors (FRCs) who implemented Online-ICM to gain insight on their perspectives
of ICM’s effectiveness, challenges, and their perceptions of factors that influence participant
responsivity and engagement. Court data were provided on 318 parenting cases who were
referred to one of these services between 2015-2018. Results demonstrated that there were no
significant differences between groups in the change in number of court negotiations, childrelated issues, or court services over time from before to after-intervention completion. There
were also no significant between-group differences in the proportion of parenting cases who
reached an agreement. There was a significant reduction in parents’ court involvement from
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before to after-intervention completion for all three services. Overall, FRCs survey responses
were favorable towards Online-ICM, with the majority of FRCs reporting that it was more
effective than other court services at reducing parents court involvement and at achieving longterm change. Findings are discussed in the context of study limitations and research on program
evaluation best practices. Recommendations are provided that all courts must consider when
developing, piloting, and evaluating services for high conflict parents.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Approximately 10% of all divorce cases in the United States are regarded as “high
conflict cases” (Neff & Cooper, 2004). This term is broadly used in the legal system to classify
divorced couples with children who engage in “substantial” legal conflict during the divorce
proceedings and post-divorce (Johnston, 1994). High conflict parents often repeatedly use the
court system to regulate disputes 2-3 years post-divorce and file an average of 10 post-divorce
motions before they are referred to additional services (Henry, Fieldstone, Thompson, &
Treharne, 2011). Their post-divorce motions frequently relate to disagreements over parenting
practices, distrust of parenting abilities, accusations of parental neglect or abuse, and
modifications to custody decrees (Johnston, 1994). These co-parenting relationships have been
described as being dominated by negative exchanges within hostile and insecure emotional
environments. Family court systems spend approximately 90% of their resources on these cases
(Neff & Cooper, 2004). Routine court resources for divorcing parents, such as mediation and
general parent education programs, are often ineffective with this population (Haddad, Philips, &
Bone, 2016).
The number of complex custody and visitation cases have steadily increased over the past
two decades, underscoring the importance for court systems to incorporate targeted programs for
high conflict parents (Salem, Kulak, & Deutsch, 2007). Along these lines, legal, family and
public policy scholars have advocated for the courts to adopt multi-tiered intervention models for
divorcing or separating parents. Within this framework parents who were identified as “highconflict” would receive specialized and integrative services that combined psychoeducation and
directed alternative dispute resolution services, all with the long-term goal of reducing the impact
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of contested divorces on children and family development (Blaisuer & Gasler, 2000; Salem,
Sandler, & Wolchik, 2013).
Although the extant literature discusses the impact of high conflict cases on family
functioning over time, offers theoretical explanations for parental conflict post-divorce, and
suggests the need for specialized programs, few studies have evaluated programs that are
intended to reduce the conflict and recurrent litigation that occurs when high conflict couples
engage in custody proceedings (Haddad et al., 2016; Salem, Sandler, & Wolchik, 2013). The
majority of extant interventions have either not been evaluated or their evaluations have
significant limitations (e.g., small sample sizes, lack of significance testing, focus on parent selfreport). There is little evidence that these programs achieve court aims of reducing litigation and
court-service use. More rigorous evaluations of high conflict co-parenting programs that focus
on these targeted outcomes are needed. This research would enable courts to make evidencebased decisions when allocating their resources to specialized interventions and/or referring coparents to external services.
The present study evaluates the efficacy of court-based intervention programs designed to
address the needs of high conflict parents. The programs evaluated in this study are a
representative sample of the programs that have utilized by Connecticut Court Support Service
Division’s Family Services Unit (CSSD-FSU) for high conflict parents. In 2015 CSSD-FSU
developed its first multi-faceted target intervention for high conflict parents, Intensive Case
Management (ICM). ICM was initially piloted with an in-person psychoeducation/skills-based
curriculum and was more recently piloted in 2017 with an online psychoeducation/skills-based
curriculum. Like most court systems throughout the country who are striving to find a better
program to reduce high conflict parents’ inordinate use of court resources (Haddad et al., 2016),
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CSSD-FSU developed ICM with the goal of increasing co-parents’ long-term capacities to work
collaboratively and to settle disputes without resorting to court services or litigation. The current
study employed a quasi-experimental design and explores the effectiveness of the ICM
interventions by comparing indicators of court involvement for parenting cases who received a
traditional evaluative court service to the ICM interventions.
Extant Interventions for High Conflict Parents
A literature review using online databases, Psychinfo and PubMed, was conducted to
locate peer-review articles and dissertations on extant interventions. Key terms used in the
literature search were “high conflict divorce,” “high conflict parents,” and “divorce
interventions.” Parent coordination, co-parent or family therapy, and group-based parenting
programs were the most commonly referenced interventions.
Parenting coordination is a quasi-legal, mental health, and child-focused alternative
dispute resolution strategy (ADRS) that is conducted by a mental health or legal professional
(Association of Family and Conciliation Courts, 2005). This intervention generally aims to
encourage parents to comply with parent plans, adhere to court orders, and to minimize
children’s exposure to conflict through a combination of parent education, communication skills
coaching, and mediation techniques (Demby, 2016). It is difficult to provide a cohesive summary
of parenting coordination as the number of sessions, session content, involvement of children in
sessions are determined by individual parent coordinators and the parent coordinator’s role (e.g.,
whether he/she has arbitrary power) differs by state (Demby, 2016).
Co-parenting or family therapy has been described as the most widely used intervention
for high conflict co-parents (Neff & Cooper, 2004). Seven articles described specific therapeutic
interventions for these parents. The majority of interventions included cognitive-behavioral
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techniques with an emphasis on communication and emotion regulation skills (Eddy, 2009;
Garber, 2004;Lebow, 2003; Lebow & Rekart, 2007; Spillane-Grieco, 2000). Most parents in
these studies were court-ordered to attend therapy and the interventions ranged from 3-30
sessions, with an average of 10 sessions. Co-parenting therapies used a combination of
individual and joint parent-sessions to help parents develop adaptive communication techniques,
reduce their level of conflict, and to devise co-parenting plans. Hybrid interventions, such as
therapeutic-mediation, integrated psychotherapeutic and mediation strategies to increase parents’
awareness of emotional triggers, to redirect their attention to their children’s wellbeing, and to
help develop a parenting plan (Campbell & Johnson, 1986). While some models included parentchild sessions, one intervention, Garber (2004), focused solely on the parent-child relationship
and on establishing parallel parenting.
High conflict parents may also be referred to targeted group psychoeducation and/or
skill-based divorce education programs. Four peer-reviewed articles and one dissertation
discussed five distinct programs that were specifically designed for high conflict parents (Braver,
Sandler, Cohen Hita, & Wheeler, 2016; McIssac & Finn,1999; Neff & Cooper, 2004; Owen &
Rhoades,2012; Rauh, Irwin, & Vath, 2016; van Lawick & Visser, 2015; Zazzi, 2006). These
interventions ranged from a one-time, 4-hour group parenting course (Neff & Cooper, 2004) to
an in-depth 12-week program with individual parent, joint-parent, and child components (Rauh,
Irwin, & Vath, 2016). Programs used a combination of psychoeducation, skills-training
exercises, and/or group activities. Most programs included content on the impact of conflict on
children and stressed the importance of keeping children out of the conflict. Skill-building
programs taught parents a variety of techniques to promote adaptive co-parenting (e.g.
communication and conflict resolution strategies, choosing when to discuss parenting issues).
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Two programs included a group for participants’ children (Rauh, Irwin, & Vath, 2016;van
Lawick & Visser, 2015).
Evidence of Extant Programs’ Efficacy
Although the aforementioned articles contribute to knowledge on interventions for high
conflict parents, few included empirical evaluations of program efficacy. To date, only three
published, peer-reviewed studies have evaluated the efficacy of Parent Coordination with high
conflict co-parents (Brewster, Beck, Anderson, & Benjamin, 2011; Henry, Fieldstone, & Bohac,
2009). Results of these studies suggested that participation in parent coordination was associated
with a reduction in number of case motions filed and utilization of court services. However,
those studies were limited by small sample sizes (sample sizes ranging from 19-49) and they did
not report if parent participation was voluntary or mandated. Further, two of the studies
(Brewster et al., 2011; Henry, Fieldstone, & Bohac, 2009) did not describe the content of the
parent coordination meetings or the facilitators’ training and experience. Without this
information, it is difficult to ascertain the generalizability of the studies’ findings on parent
coordination’s efficacy (Deutsch et al., 2018).
Empirical evaluations of psychoeducation and skills-based programs are also limited. Six
studies of targeted psychoeducation and skill-based divorced educated programs (Braver et al.,
2016;McIssac & Finn, 1999; Neff & Cooper, 2004; Owen & Rhoades, 2012; Rauh et al., 2016;
Zazzi, 2006) and four studies of therapeutic interventions for high conflict parents (Campbell &
Johnson, 1986; Garber, 2004; Spillane-Grieco, 2000; Turner, 2016; van Lawick & Visser, 2015)
included information on program outcomes. The majority of these studies evaluated parents’
satisfaction with the program and/or their reports of parenting or co-parenting behaviors. Two
studies (Campbell & Johnson, 1986; McIssac & Finn, 1999) discussed parents’ post-program
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engagement in litigation or use of court services. Those studies did not include information on
sample characteristics, assessment methods, or parent’s pre-intervention court involvement.
More rigorous program evaluations are needed that move beyond evaluations of single
interventions, report descriptive data on court involvement and participant characteristics, and
incorporate sophisticated data analyses. The present study addressed this need and contributed to
knowledge on the effectiveness of court programs by evaluating three court services that have
been provided to high conflict parents by Connecticut’s Court Support Services- Family Service
Unit (CSSD-FSU), with particularly focus on two of these services that were developed to target
high conflict parents’ unique needs.
CHAPTER 2: THE CURRENT STUDY
In 2015, CSSD-FSU developed and piloted a novel intervention (In Person-ICM)
targeting the needs of high conflict parents, and in 2017 they piloted an online version of this
program (Online-ICM). The current study used a quasi-experimental nonequivalent group design
to evaluate these innovative targeted programs by comparing the court histories of parents who
received these interventions to parents who received the standard evaluative service that had
been used for high conflict couples, Comprehensive Evaluation (CE). The following section
describes the three services in the context of CSSD-FSU’s ongoing efforts to reduce court
involvement and improve outcomes for this population.
Connecticut’s Family Court Services
Over the past two decades, CSSD-FSU has made great efforts to intervene with coparents to reduce their engagement in protracted litigation (Salem et al.,2007). CSSD-FSU offers
a variety of programs and services for divorced, divorcing, or never married parents who are
engaged in custody or visitation disputes. Parents are referred to CSSD-FSU either by a judge
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during a motion hearing or they meet with a FRC prior to a scheduled court hearing per
Connecticut courts’ standard practice for short calendar cases. Per CSSD-FSU protocol, FRCs
complete an intake screening, the Family Civil Intake Screen, (FCIS; Salem et al., 2007). The
FCIS assesses the parents’ level of conflict, level of communication/cooperation, the complexity
of their issues, level of dangerousness (e.g., present/past domestic violence, involvement with the
police and legal system due to safety issues). Parents responses on the FCIS indicate which
CSSD-FSU service may be most appropriate for their needs.
Prior to the statewide implementation of Online-ICM, parents who had “moderate to
high” or “high” conflict and had “limited” or “limited to no ability” to communicate or cooperate
per the FCIS were often referred to Comprehensive Evaluation (CE) (Salem, Kulak, & Deutsch,
2007). CE is a nonconfidential evaluation service in which a family relations counselor meets
with the parents, and children if needed, to gain insight into custody concerns and gathers
relevant information from all professionals involved with the family (e.g., teachers, doctors,
therapists). CEs take approximately four months to complete and conclude with a final
conference with both parents and relevant attorneys. The exact number of contacts the FRCs has
with each parent, child, and/or professional varies between cases. The FRC shares relevant
information gathered from collateral resources, provides his/her assessment of the issue, and
provides a recommendation. If the parents are able to reach an agreement, the FRC submits the
agreement to the court for approval. If the parents are unable to reach an agreement, the FRC
provides a written summary of the information discussed during the final conference and his/her
formal recommendation for the record (State of Connecticut Judicial Branch, 2010b).
Although effective with some parents, CSSD-FSU found that CEs and their other
services often did not lead to long-term and lasting parenting agreements with high conflict
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parents (D. Sanquedolce, personal communication, June 1, 2018). CSSD-FSU Family Relations
Supervisor, Danielle Sanquedolce explained, “Those parents repeatedly cycled through our
services and were unable to sustain any agreements.” Consistent with literature on underlying
contributors to high conflict parents’ court involvement (Malcore, Windell, Seyuin, & Hill,
2009;Haddad et al., 2016), Ms. Sanquedolce noted that high conflict parents, “lacked the
communication and problem solving skills to resolve disputes on their own so the next time an
issue came up, they would come right back to court.”
In an effort to promote long-term reductions in court utilization, CSSD-FSU developed a
novel service, Intensive Case Management (ICM), specifically for high conflict parents. ICM
aims to address the underlying behavioral and emotional issues that may prohibit cooperative coparenting. ICM is aligned with documented need for multi-faceted targeted programs that are
developed through interdisciplinary collaboration (Haddad, 2016). The service consists of two
components: 1) sessions with a family relations counselor and 2) a psychoeducation skill-based
program. The psychoeducation curriculums were developed through interdisciplinary
collaborations between court personnel, University of Connecticut faculty and doctoral students
from the department of Human Development and Family Studies, and leading experts in high
conflict research.
ICM differs from CE and other CSSD-FSU programs in the following ways:
1. The program aims to create long-term change in co-parenting interactions. While other
CSSD-FSU services focus on resolving specific co-parenting disputes, ICM teaches
parents strategies to reduce emotional and behavioral reactivity and to improve
communication and problem-solving abilities. The premise of the program is that
teaching parents these skills and reinforcing their use of these techniques will alter
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recurrent conflict patterns and enable them to resolve their disputes without court
involvement.
2. The program is designed to be voluntary and is rarely mandated when both parents are
unwilling to do it. The developers of ICM established this requirement because voluntary
participation is associated with higher levels of motivation and this program requires
active engagement, effort, and investment from parents (D. Sanquedolce, personal
communication, June 1, 2018).
3. Both parents must agree not to file a custody/visitation related motion for the duration of
ICM without first contacting the family relations counselor and attempting to resolve the
dispute, with the exception of emergency issues (e.g., issues of child safety).
4. Parents are required to complete a psychoeducational and skills-based curriculum
designed specifically for high-conflict parents.
5. Parents have ongoing contact with the same family relations counselor for the duration of
the service.
ICM is designed as a six-month program but parents can apply for an additional three months
if deemed appropriate by CSSD-FSU. Parents meet in person with the FRC at least twice during
the six months: an initial meeting and a meeting at three months to check progress (Connecticut
Judicial Branch, 2016). The initial meeting aims to assess co-parenting concerns, relay ICM rules
and expectations, establish co-parenting goals for the duration of ICM, and to refer parents to the
mandatory psychoeducation/skill-based curriculum. During the first three months, family
relations counselors have weekly phone check-ins with each parent to identify and troubleshoot
potential co-parenting obstacles and to reinforce conflict resolution and problem-solving
techniques. The exact number of additional phone calls, email exchanges, and in-person
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meetings with one or both parents varies based on the participants’ needs and level of conflict.
The FRC may also refer parents to community-based contracted supported services as needed
(e.g., substance abuse services). During ICM, the FRC provides an update to the court about the
parents’ participation. The content of ICM sessions and FRC’s contacts with parents are kept
confidential (Connecticut Judicial Branch, 2016). Depending on when they enrolled in ICM,
parents in the present study were required to complete the in-person or on-line psychoeducation
and skills-based curriculum.
In-Person Psychoeducation and Skills-Based Program (In Person-ICM). The pilot
study of ICM included an in-person version of the psychoeducation and skills-based program,
Skills for Cooperative Co-Parenting (SCC; Gurmen & Anderson, 2015). The curriculum was
developed through a collaboration between CSSD-FSU personnel and University of Connecticut
Department of Human Development and Family Studies faculty and doctoral students. Skills for
Cooperative Co-Parenting was implemented in three court districts between 2015-2016. The
curriculum was based on extant research on high conflict divorce that emphasized the impact of
conflict on children (Kelly, 2000; Johnston,1994), co-parents’ difficulty with emotional
regulation and conflict management (Anderson et al., 2010), and intrapsychic and external
contributors to continued conflict (Anderson et al., 2010; Johnson & Campbell,1988). The
content was influenced by Emotion Focused Therapy’s (Johnson, 2004) concepts that emphasize
the role of emotions in recurrent conflict cycles. It also incorporated cognitive-behavioral and
dialectic-behavioral therapy techniques, and included communication strategies from an
established high conflict divorce program (Eddy, 2009).
The curriculum aimed to: 1) teach parents the effect of conflict on themselves and their
children, 2) raise their awareness of intrapersonal, interpersonal, and contextual factors that
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motivate and sustain conflict, 3) provide them with strategies to manage difficult emotions (e.g.,
self-care and distress tolerance techniques), and 4) teach parents communication and problemsolving techniques for cooperative co-parenting. Each session was divided into tasks and
included a combination of psychoeducation, independent writing activities, large group
activities, and small group activities. It was delivered in two, three-hour sessions, separated by
one week. Facilitators attended a four-hour training with the curriculum developer and were
given an instructor’s manual that provided detailed instructions on how to administer each
component of the curriculum.
Online Psychoeducation and Skills-Based Program (Online-ICM). In February 2017, due
to budget constraints, CSSD-FSU switched to an online version of the psychoeducation/skillsbased program. The online program, Connecticut Online Skills for Cooperative Parenting
(COSCP; Extended Learning Center, Inc., 2016), is divided into five sections and includes a
mixture of reading and writing activities and video clips. The curriculum takes approximately
four hours to complete. Consistent with the in-person curriculum, COSCP covers the impact of
stress on children, distress tolerance techniques, flexible thinking skills, co-parenting problem
solving, communication methods, techniques for avoiding becoming entrenched in conflict, and
the impact of polarized thinking. COSCP also includes information that was not part of the inperson curriculum including different co-parenting personality types and parent alienation, and
provides guidance on adaptive and maladaptive use of the court system for co-parenting issues.
Parents must pass a 10-question multiple choice test on program content at the end of the
curriculum in order to receive a certificate of completion. The online program is currently used
with ICM in all Connecticut court districts.
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Given ICM’s length and the requirement for parents to participate together, CSSD-FSU
established eligibility criteria for this intervention. Specifically, the parents had to: 1) have a
parenting plan on file, 2) have a current post-judgement motion on file regarding custody or
parenting plan, and 3) not have current domestic violence, relocation, or child abuse issues.
FRCs conducted a secondary screen to ensure that they met the required eligibility criteria. The
screen also included three additional sections that were designed to guide FRCs in deciding
whether or not ICM was appropriate. These sections were based on ICM’s aim to target high
conflict parents who relied on the court system to regulate their disputes and whose conflict was
fueled by their inability to cooperate and communicate and the nature of ICM which would
require the parents to work together to improve co-parenting. Questions relied on a mix of
parent report (e.g., “How well do you and your child’s other parent cooperate and
communicate”), and FRC’s judgement (e.g., “Is the underlying impediment to the current court
order driven by the parents conflict with each other,” “Are the parents prepared to make a
genuine effort to improve their ability to work cooperatively regrading parenting issues”).
CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH AIMS
The present study sought to contribute to the high conflict literature by employing a
quasi-experimental design to evaluate the comparative efficacy of two versions of ICM for high
conflict parents. The study evaluated three indicators of court involvement: court negotiations,
child-related issues, and court services, which are described in detail in the measures section.
The study’s primary aim was to examine ICM’s efficacy at reducing level of court involvement
and leading parents to reach an agreement for two groups: 1) parents who enrolled in the version
of ICM that included the In-person Skills for Cooperative Co-Parenting (In Person-ICM), or 2)
parents who engaged in ICM when only the psychoeducation/skills-based online curriculum was
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available (Online-ICM). A third group of parents who were referred to the standard service for
high conflict co-parents prior to the state-wide implementation of Online-ICM, Comprehensive
Evaluation (CE), was used as the comparison group. Since none of the three interventions have
been empirically evaluated, the study will evaluate each intervention’s effectiveness at reducing
parents’ court involvement.
The study’s secondary aims focused on Online-ICM. Since this is the current version of
ICM that is used state-wide, CSSD-FSU was interested in understanding the influence of online
curriculum on court outcomes (i.e., number of negotiations, child-related issues, and court
services); specifically, whether court outcomes differed by the number of parents in each case
who completed the online curriculum. Significant differences in court outcomes between
parenting cases in which either one or both parents completed the curriculum compared to
parenting cases in which no parents completed the curriculum, would help FRCs demonstrate the
value of the curriculum to parents.
To enrich the courts understanding of Online-ICM, the study also sought to assess FRCs’
experiences and satisfaction with conducting Online-ICM. To date, aside from limited research
on parenting coordination, few studies of high conflict interventions have sought feedback from
the program facilitators. This is a significant oversight as intervention and program evaluation
literature suggests that program facilitators can provide valuable insight on whether the program
is attaining its goals, what obstacles are interfering with program efficacy, and the utility of
program components in achieving intervention aims (Shek & Ma, 2012). Therefore, the present
study examined FRCs perspectives of ICM’s effectiveness in achieving its goals to reduce
parents’ reliance on the court to resolve their disputes. FRCs’ perspectives on the effectiveness
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of different program elements in achieving these goals, challenges to ICM success, and their
overall satisfaction with the program were assessed.
Methods
Participants
Parents. The sample included 318 divorced, separated, or never married parenting cases
(n=636 parents) who were referred to In Person-ICM, Online-ICM, and CE between 2015-2018.
Forty-seven of those cases withdrew before receiving the target service and therefore were
removed from analyses. The remaining 271 parent cases included 93 In Person-ICM cases, 85
Online-ICM cases, and 93 CE cases. This sample of high conflict parents initiated 809
negotiations (M=2.99, SD=2.0) in the year before completing their target intervention and 298
negotiations (M=1.10, SD=1.46) in the year after completing the target intervention. Child
custody and access/visitation were the most frequent issues addressed in negotiations both the
year before and after intervention completion (before=1,033, M=3.81, SD=2.75; after=341,
M=1.26, SD=1.86). The parents had engaged in 90 services (M=.33, SD=.578) in the year before
intervention completion and 40 services (M=.24, SD=.499) in the year after intervention
completion. Of note, before intervention completion, only a small proportion of parenting cases
had received a service (28.4%, N=77), whereas all parenting cases had engaged in at least one
negotiation. Similarly, after intervention completion, 44.6% of parents (N=145) had engaged in
at least one negotiation whereas only14.0% (n=38) of parents had received at least one service.
At the time the present study’s data was extracted (February 16, 2019) parents had been involved
in the court for an average of 4.25 (SD=2.73) years, including before and after-completion time
frames. Sample demographics and case descriptives at time parents were referred to their target
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intervention and measures of the amount of time that parents were involved in court are
presented by group in Table 1.
Insert Table 1 Here
ICM Facilitators. For the study’s secondary aim, to assess service providers’
perspectives of ICM, participants included FRCs from Connecticut court districts who facilitated
ICM between 2015- 2018. One FRC was assigned as the ICM service provider per the 14 court
districts. Three court districts had been providing ICM since the pilot was initiated in 2015. In
2016, seven additional court districts began delivering ICM and the remaining court districts
started offering ICM in 2017. In 2017, the number of ICM cases per FRC ranged from 2 to 22
with an average of 9 cases per year. Ten out of the 14 FRCs in Connecticut who conduct ICM in
Connecticut completed the survey. Table 2 presents ICM facilitators’ demographics and work
experience.
Insert Table 2 Here
Measures
Demographic and case characteristics. Parent age, race, number of children, years
involved in court, custody status, and legal status, and their children’s ages were collected as part
of routine intake by CSSD-FSU.
Target Intervention Outcome. At the closure of every court service, including the
target intervention, (e.g., In Person-ICM, Online-ICM, and CE) family relations counselors rate
the outcome as “Successful” or “Not Successful.” The intervention was rated as “Successful” if
the parents were able to reach an agreement or partial agreement on the issues. It is rated as
“Unsuccessful” if they were not able to reach an agreement or partial agreement.
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Court Involvement. Three indicators of parent court involvement were collected from
archival court records (number of negotiations, child-related issues, and court services). Court
negotiations refer to instances in which parents went to court and either met with CSSD-FSU or
went before a judge regarding a motion(s) that one parent has filed against the other. CSSD-FSU
reported that this a more accurate indicator of court time and resources than motions alone
because parents often rescind or fail to come to court for filed motions. Each negotiation may
address multiple issues (e.g., access/visitation, child custody, child support, personal property,
alimony) that have been filed by one or both parents. Given ICMs focus on helping parents learn
how to regulate co-parenting disputes, the study also assessed the number of child-related issues,
including access/visitation, child custody, and child support, that were addressed in the
negotiations. Lastly, the study measured the number of court services that parents used (e.g.,
CEs, directed mediation, court-ordered mediation, issue focused evaluations, and conflict
resolution conferences).
The CSSD-FSU considered the date that parents were referred to the intervention as its
“start date.” Since the exact date that the parents began the intervention is unknown, the present
study considered all court involvement from the date the parents were first involved with the
court, until the date that the referral to the target intervention was closed as “before completion.”
All court involvement after the referral was closed was considered “after completion” The
frequency of the three indicators of court involvement were summed for each period for all
parenting cases.
FRC perspectives of ICM. A self-report survey was administered to FRCs who had
implemented ICM between 2015-2018. Since the In Person-ICM was only piloted by three
FRCs in three locations before the state-wide implementation of Online-ICM, the questions
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focused on Online-ICM. The survey gathered basic demographic information on FRCs (e.g.,
education background, number of ICM referrals they have received, years of experience working
with parents) and assessed their perspectives of Online-ICM. Questions focused on FRC’s
satisfaction with facilitating Online-ICM (e.g., design, ease of implementation, impact on
workload), their perception of Online-ICM’s overall effectiveness and the utility of specific
components, and their perception of parents’ receptivity to Online-ICM and parents’ engagement
in different intervention components. FRC responded to questions on a five-point Likert scale
ranging from 1= strongly agree to 5= strongly disagree. Sample items included: 1) “Most
parents report that the online Skills for Cooperative Co-Parenting is useful,” 2) “ICM improved
my ability to work with conflicted parents,” and 3) “ICM improved parents’ communication and
conflict resolution skills.”
Procedure
Study procedures were approved by the University of Connecticut’s and Connecticut’s
Court Support Services Division’s institutional review boards. All analyses were conducted on
archival court data that was collected as part of CSSD-FSU’s routine practice. The study
implemented a quasi-experimental nonequivalent group design with matching to evaluate the
effectiveness and comparative efficacy of In Person-ICM, Online-ICM, and Comprehensive
Evaluation (CE) in reducing number of court negotiations, child-related issues, and court service
utilization. Negotiations, child-related motions, and court services that occurred prior to the
completion of the target intervention were considered “before completion” and those occurring
after the completion of the target intervention were considered “after completion.” To increase
the comparability between groups and to reduce the possibility of spillover effects, CSSD-FSU’s
data analyst limited the data extraction to parenting cases who had received CE during the same
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time that the In Person-ICM intervention was offered, but at court locations that did not have
ICM available during that period. Therefore, FRCs in the CE group had not been trained in either
ICM protocol. The CE cases also had to meet the same required eligibility criteria as the ICM
cases. Specifically: 1) the parents had to have a parenting plan on file, 2) the parents had to have
a current post-judgement motion on file regarding custody or parenting plan, and 3) the parents’
presenting concerns could not include current issues of domestic violence, relocation, or child
abuse.
The study’s secondary aims focused on Online-ICM. First, to understand whether court
involvement differed by the number of parents who completed the online curriculum, archival
records from the online-hosting site were provided to CSSD-FSU and matched to the current
study’s parenting cases. Second, to gain insight on Online-ICM, FRCs who had conducted
Online-ICM were invited via email and in-person at their quarterly meeting to participate in a
one-time anonymous survey. Participants were given a study information sheet describing the
survey’s purpose and stating that the survey was anonymous, voluntary, and that there were no
direct benefits or consequences for their participation.
Data Analyses
Primary analyses
Analyses were conducted in SPSS Version 25. The three intervention groups were
compared on the success of the target intervention and on change in court service utilization,
negotiations, and child-related motions. Given the study’s quasi-experimental design, one-way
between-subjects ANOVAs were first conducted to assess group equivalency on demographic
and pre-intervention court variables. A chi-square test of homogeneity was used to assess
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whether the three intervention groups significantly differed in the proportion of cases that were
deemed to have successfully or unsuccessfully completed the intervention.
Next, 2x3 mixed Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs) were conducted to assess withingroup changes over time and between-group differences in change over time from one-year
before- completion to one-year after-completion for negotiations, child-related issues, and court
services. In accordance with Huck and McLean (1975), the interaction term (group x time) was
examined first to determine if groups significantly differed in change over time. If the interaction
was not significant, main effects were then interpreted for time and group. When the main effect
of group or time was statistically significant, Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc analyses were
conducted to evaluate mean differences between groups (95% confidence intervals). No
adjustments were made for violations of homogeneity as literature suggests that ANOVAs are
robust to moderate violations when sample sizes are balanced and greater than 5, as is the case of
the present study’s data (as cited in Rutherford, 2011).
Conducting an a priori power analysis to compute sample size for ANOVAs requires
knowledge on the level of mean change that is considered meaningful, correlations among the
repeated measures, and the variances of the repeated measures based on extant research or “an
educated speculation based on experience” (Guo, Logan, Glueck, & Muller, 2013, p. 3). To
date, there are no studies with high conflict parents that report on variance or correlation patterns
for pre- and post-intervention litigation or service utilization. Further, although a few studies
reported significant decreases in litigation post-intervention with high conflict samples (Brewster
et al., 2011; Henry et al., 2009), none of those studies reported effect size or provided the
relevant statistics for effect size computations (e.g., standard deviation, pre-post intervention
correlations). Therefore, it was not possible to perform an a priori power analyses. As this study
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is evaluating two pilot interventions and can be considered exploratory in nature, the results of
this study regarding effect size and pre- and post-intervention means and standard deviations
dependent variables, may be used for future power analyses in studies of interventions for high
conflict co-parents.
Secondary analyses on Online-ICM
Analyses were performed to provide greater insight into the effectiveness of the on
Online-ICM. First, to examine the influence of the online training on court involvement, OnlineICM parenting cases were categorized into one of three groups based on how many of the
parents in each case completed the online training (i.e. none, one, or both). A chi-square test of
homogeneity was used to assess whether the three groups significantly differed in the proportion
of cases that were deemed to have successfully or unsuccessfully completed the intervention.
Next, a series of 2x3 mixed ANOVAs were conducted to assess whether changes over time from
pre- to post-intervention in the number of negotiations, child-related issues, and court services
significantly differed between the three groups while controlling for the number of years the
parents have been involved in court.
Next to evaluate FRCs perspectives of Online-ICM, descriptive analyses (e.g., means,
frequencies) were performed on the ICM surveys to provide a summary ICM facilitators’
perspectives on ICM effectiveness at reducing parents’ court involvement and increasing
parents’ ability to resolve their own disputes. Program facilitators’ beliefs about specific
program components and challenges, and their overall satisfaction with ICM are also presented.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

Data Screening
Analyses were conducted to assess whether the groups differed on demographic and case
variables before-completion. A series of one-way analysis of variances (ANOVAs)
demonstrated that the groups did not significantly differ before the intervention in mean number
of: court negotiations (F(2,270)=1.56, p=.212), child related issues (F(2,270)=.31, p=.730), court
services (F(2,270)=1.16 p=.317), or number of children (F(2,270)=.385, p=.681). Similarly, chisquare test of homogeneity revealed that the groups did not statistically differ in terms of custody
arrangements (legal custody: χ²(4)= 3.33, p = .504; physical custody χ²(4)= 3.09, p = .543).
Analyses were also performed to assess whether the withdrawn cases (n=47) that were
removed from analyses significantly differed from the remaining cases on the aforementioned
variables. Results demonstrated that the groups did not significantly differ before intervention
completion in mean number of: court negotiations (F(3,317)=2.00, p=.113), child-related issues
(F(3,317)=.675, p=.568), or court services (F(3,317)=1.20, p=.310). Groups also did not
significantly differ in terms of custody (legal custody: χ²(6)= 4.59, p = .597; physical custody;
χ²(6)= 4.96, p = .550). There was a significant difference for number of children or number of
children (F(3,317)=.2.98, p=.032) with post-hoc analyses revealing that the Withdrawn group
had significantly fewer children compared to Online-ICM.
Primary analyses on court programs
The observed means and standard deviations for all court outcomes that were considered
for within and between-group comparisons of court utilization (i.e., negotiations, child-related
issues, court services) for one year before and after-completion are presented for each group in
table 3.
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Insert Table 3 Here
Target Intervention Outcome. A Chi-square test of homogeneity was conducted to
evaluate whether intervention groups significantly differed in their proportion of parent cases
that were classified as successful (i.e., parents were able to reach an agreement or partial
agreement on initiating parenting issues). Seventy-two parent cases (77.2%) in In Person-ICM
had been classified as successful compared to 57 parent cases (67.1%) in the Online-ICM
intervention, and 64 parent cases (68.8%) in the CE intervention. Analyses demonstrated that
there were no significant differences in the proportions of parent cases that were successful in
completing the intervention, χ²(2)= 2.56, p = .278.
Court negotiations and child-related motions. Mixed-subjects 2x3 ANOVAs were
conducted to assess between and within-group differences in change over time on number of
court negotiations and number of child-related issues from pre to post-intervention, controlling
for number of years cases were involved in the court. Results are presented in table 4. There was
no significant group x time interaction or main effect for group in either model. There was a
significant main effect for time in both models with higher number of negotiations and childrelated issues at pre-intervention. Post-hoc analyses revealed that there was a significant decline
in both number of negotiations and number of child-related motions from before-completion to
after-completion for all groups.
Insert Table 4 Here

Court services. A mixed-subjects 2x3 ANOVA was conducted to assess between and
within-group differences in change over time in use of court services, controlling for number of
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years cases were involved in the court. Results are presented in table 5. There was no significant
group x time interaction and no significant effect for group. There was no significant main effect
for time or group. Post-hoc analyses revealed significant declines in number of court services
from before-completion to after-completion for all groups.

Insert Table 5 Here

Online curriculum and court outcomes
Intervention Success. A chi-square test of homogeneity conducted on the Online-ICM
group demonstrated no significant differences in the proportion of successful versus unsuccessful
case by number of parents completing the online course (i.e., none, one, both, χ²(2)= 2.92, p =
.232). Twenty-two parent cases (78.6%) in which both parents completed the online training had
been classified as successful compared to 14 parent cases (66.7%) in the one parent completing
group, and 21 parent cases (58.3%) in the group with neither parent completing the training.
Court negotiations and child-related motions. Mixed-subjects 2x3 ANOVAs were
conducted on the online group to assess whether changes over time in number of court
negotiations and number of child-related issues differed by number of parents completing the
online training, controlling for the number years parenting cases were involved in court. Results
are presented in Table 6. There were no significant group x time interaction effects or main
effects for group in either the total court negotiations or child-related issues models. There was a
significant main effect for time for both models. Post-hoc analyses revealed that there was a
significant decline in both number of negotiations and number of child-related motions from
before-completion to after-completion for all groups.
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Insert Table 6 Here
Court services. Mixed-subjects 2x3 ANOVAs were conducted on the online group to
assess whether changes over time on number of court services used differed by the number of
parents who completed the online training, controlling for years involved in court. Results are
presented in Table 7. There was no significant interaction effect for group x time or main effect
for group. There was a significant main effect for time. Post-hoc analyses revealed significant
declines in number of court services from before-completion to after-completion for all groups.

Insert Table 7 Here

FRC Survey on Online-ICM
Ten out of the 14 family relations counselors who facilitate ICM, completed the Intensive
Case Management Survey either online or in-person at a quarterly meeting for FRCs who
conduct Online-ICM. At the time of the survey, the majority of FRCs had worked with more
than 20 ICM cases (n=6), followed by less than five (N=2), between 10-15 (N=1), and between
15-20 (N=1). FRCs worked with an average of 5.5 ICM cases at a time and spent approximately
7.9 hours per week on a case. Of note, the average amount of time FRCs spent on each case per
week ranged from 0-20. All FRCs had experience conducting other court services with high
conflict parents (e.g., mediation, conflict resolution conferences, comprehensive evaluations).
The ICM Survey was divided into six sections, FRCs responses to each section are summarized
below.
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Overall program effectiveness. One hundred percent of FRCs indicated that ICM was
effective “always” or “most of the time” at: increasing parents’ ability to resolve co-parenting
disputes on their own, decreasing parents’ reliance on the court system to resolve disputes,
strengthening parents’ ability to communicate together, strengthening parents’ conflict resolution
skills, and producing more positive long-term changes in co-parenting than other court services
for high conflict parents. The majority of FRCs reported that ICM was effective “most of the
time” at: increasing parents’ ability to positively manage their emotions (n=7), helping parents
reach a parenting agreement (n=7), and leading to faster parenting resolutions than other court
services for high conflict parents (n=6).
Effectiveness of strategies for engaging parents. The majority of FRCs found all of the
listed strategies to be “very useful” or “moderately useful,” at engaging parents including:
presenting the potential costs and benefits of their options (e.g., ICM, other family court services,
court hearing) (n=7), explaining ICM’s focus on changing co-parenting interactions (n=8),
emphasizing the impact conflict has on children (n=8), and focusing on developing a rapport
with the parents (n=10).
Effectiveness of program components at increasing parents’ ability to resolve
disputes. The majority of FRCs endorsed that the following program components were either
“very useful” or “moderately useful”: individual meetings with each parent (n=10), the
requirement that each parent must refrain from making custody-related motions during ICM
(n=10), teaching parents new communication methods (N=10), teaching parents conflict
resolution skills (N=10), teaching parents problem solving skills (N=9), joint meetings with both
parents (N=8), pointing out the consequences of their current patterns of interaction (N=8), and
weekly check-ins with each parent via phone or email (N=8). FRCs presented mixed opinions for
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the usefulness of the online skills for cooperative co-parenting curriculum and for referring
parents to external services. Half of the FRCs reported that these program components were
“very useful” or moderately useful” and the other half reported that they were “somewhat useful”
or “not useful.”
Effectiveness of program components at reducing parents’ use of the court system to
resolve their disputes. The majority of FRCs reported that the following program components
were either “very useful” or “moderately useful”: individual meetings with each parent (n=10),
the requirement that each parent must refrain from making custody-related motions during ICM
(n=8), teaching parents new communication methods (N=10), teaching parents conflict
resolution skills (N=10), teaching parents problem solving skills (N=9), joint meetings with both
parents (N=8), pointing out the consequences of their current patterns of interaction (N=9), and
weekly check-ins with each parent via phone or email (N=7). Consistent with the above section,
half of the FRCs reported that the online curriculum and referrals to external services were
“moderately useful” and the other half reported that they were “somewhat useful” or “not
useful.”
Frequency of challenges interfering with conducting ICM. The majority of FRCs
(n=6) reported that parents “not completing the online training program” interfered with
conducting ICM “most of the time.” Since the online curriculum was designed to introduce
psychoeducation on co-parenting and coping skills to parents, this question was meant to assess
whether FRC’s ability to conduct ICM was negatively impacted when parents did not complete
the online curriculum. Fifty-percent of FRCs reported that stressors outside of the co-parenting
relationship (e.g., parental job stress, extended family issues, new partners, financial stress)
interfered “most of the time” or “always.” The majority of FRCs rated the following challenges
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as “rarely” or “never” interfering: parents missing meetings (N=7), too many parenting cases to
manage (N=7), lack of community resources for referrals (N=6), and parents not following ICM
parameters regarding not filing new custody motions or agreed upon changes (N=9).
Satisfaction with ICM. The majority of FRCs “agreed” or “strongly agreed” with the
following statements: “ICM reduced the amount of time I spent working on high conflict cases in
the long-run” (N=7), “ICM provided me with a helpful structure for working with high conflict
parents” (N=10), “the online co-parenting curriculum helped me teach skills to parents” (N=8),
“supervision helped me manage my ICM cases” (N=8), and “group supervision with other family
relations counselors helped me manage my ICM cases” (N=7).
CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
The present study’s primary objective was to evaluate and compare three court services
that have been provided to high conflict parents in Connecticut. The impetus for the study was
CSSD-FSU’s desire to better understand the efficacy of two of the services that were recently
developed to address the specific needs of this population. The study’s secondary objectives
aimed to enhance the courts’ understanding of Online-ICM by: 1) evaluating whether court
involvement differed by the number of parents within each parenting case who completed the
online curriculum, and 2) gaining the perspectives of current ICM facilitators. The present study
brings awareness to implementation and measurement practices that courts must consider when
developing and piloting new interventions. These practices will improve courts’ abilities to
assess the intervention’s effectiveness at achieving desired aims. The results of each study aim
are discussed below, followed by a discussion of the study’s strengths, limitations, and broader
implications for future research.
Program Effectiveness
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Between-group analyses demonstrated that the ICM services did not significantly differ
from CE on the change in the number of court negotiations, child-related issues, or court services
from pre-post intervention. Similarly, the groups did not differ in the proportion of parenting
cases who were able to reach an agreement or partial agreement. Given the plethora of articles
citing communication, emotional regulation, and problem-solving issues as key factors that
maintain high conflict (e.g., Haddad et al., 2016; Johnston, 1994; Malcore et al., 2009), it was
somewhat surprising that the services that were designed to target these issues were no more
effective than a standard in-depth evaluative service in reducing court involvement. The results
also conflict with FRCs’ perspectives of Online-ICM. All of the surveyed FRCs had experience
delivering other court services with high conflict parents and all “agreed” or “strongly agreed”
that Online-ICM was more effective than the other available court services at producing longterm changes in both parents’ abilities to resolve their disputes and in their reliance on the court
system. Follow-up interviews with the facilitators are needed to understand why they believed
ICM was more effective than the other services. However, it is possible that although the
reduction in court involvement was comparable across the groups, the reasons for the reduction
may differ between the ICM groups and CE. Specifically, FRCs may be correct that ICM did
increase parents’ abilities to resolve their disputes and their reliance on the court system and that
these changes contributed to the significant reduction in Online-ICM group’s court involvement.
Conversely, as discussed in the study limitations section, the CE group’s reduction may have
been influenced by subsequent court orders that placed restrictions on parents’ abilities to return
to court.
Since this is the first study to compare a targeted multi-component intervention for high
conflict parents to an existing standard, evaluative court service, more information needs to be
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collected and assessed to determine what program and parent-related factors contribute to change
in court involvement within and across groups. Such analyses may provide insight into the lack
of significant group differences. For instance, it is unknown whether the ICM services were
effective at improving parents’ ability to regulate their emotions, communicate without conflict,
and to effectively problem-solve or whether changes in these factors predicted decreased court
involvement. It is also possible, as has been suggested in research comparing psychotherapeutic
interventions, that any intervention in which participants receive some care or attention has an
effect and that although overall between-group differences in outcomes may be negligible, the
interventions may be more or less effective for different types of participants (Barth et al., 2013).
Program and parenting case factors that should be evaluated to elucidate differences in
intervention efficacy are described below in the section on directions for future research.
Results also demonstrated that the In Person-ICM and Online-ICM did not significantly
differ in mean change in court outcomes. To the author’s knowledge, this the first study to
evaluate differences between targeted online and in-person curriculums within a comprehensive
program for high conflict co-parents. A possible reason for the lack of differences may be that
parents received the in-person and online curriculum’s key interventions and strategies
informally through meetings, phone calls, and emails with the FRCs. All FRCs who delivered InPerson ICM or Online-ICM were trained in the in-person curriculum and the online curriculum’
core interventions and strategies and were expected to reinforce parents use of these strategies.
Per the ICM Survey, 100% of the FRCs reported that teaching parents’ new communication
methods (e.g., BIFF, proposals) and conflict resolution skills, which are based on both
curriculums, were “moderately useful” or “very useful” in reducing parents court utilization.
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Therefore, it is possible that parents received similar information regardless of group or the
number of parents in the online group who completed the curriculum.
It is also possible that the lack of significant differences between the ICM groups, and
within the Online-ICM group, is explained by a common factor that was not accounted for, such
as the quality of parents’ interactions and rapport with the FRCs. The quality of facilitatorparticipant relationships and the amount of individual attention facilitators provide to participants
have been associated with participant engagement, attendance, and responsivity in interventions
(Berkel, Maurico, Schoenfelder, & Sandler, 2011). Consistent with these findings, FRC’s
responses to the ICM survey suggested that building a rapport with parents was a useful
engagement strategy and that individual meetings with parents were useful for reducing parents’
court involvement.
Although there were no between-group differences, there was a significant decrease in
the number of court negotiations, child-related issues, and court services for parenting cases
within each group. These results are encouraging as studies have suggested the inefficacy of
traditional court services with high conflict parents (Johnson, 1994; Haddad et al., 2016). Given
the study’s quasi-experimental nonequivalent groups design, it is not possible to definitively
conclude that the significant within-group reductions were caused by their engagement in their
respective court service. However, as Schepard and Bozzomo (2003) explain that it is unlikely
that a true randomized control trial with high conflict parents is possible within the court system.
Specifically, even if it is possible to randomize parent cases to different types of interventions, it
is difficult to envision court judges ordering parents to a wait-list control group or denying them
access to services given the deleterious impact of parental conflict on child wellbeing. Therefore,
with regards to studies of high conflict parents’ court involvement, the best alternative may be
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quasi-experimental designs that: 1) closely monitor implementation fidelity and 2) collect data
on variables not influenced by the intervention but that have been associated with level of
conflict and thus can be used to assess the equivalency of the groups and in analyses as control
variables.
To place the within-group reductions in court involvement in the context of extant
research, only two other peer-reviewed published studies of high conflict parenting services have
measured objective court outcomes and reported the rates of pre- and post-intervention court
involvement. Henry et al. (2011), using a convenience sample of 49 parenting cases, found a
40% decrease in total motions and a 75% decrease in child-related motions in the year following
a parenting coordination intervention. Brewster et al. (2011) found a 64.2% reduction in total
motions per year and a 61.6% decrease in child-related motions per year after being assigned a
parenting coordinator. The present study looked at negotiations, and thus only included motions
and child-related issues that were acted upon and resulted in the parents meeting with CSSDFSU and/or going before a judge. Despite this difference in measurement, it is noteworthy that
the present study’s rates of reduction in total negotiations and child-related issues were
comparable to Brewster et al. (2011) and Henry et al. (2009). Specifically, for the three
intervention groups, the reduction in total negotiations ranged from 56.7%-67% and the
reduction in child related issues ranged from 56.7%-70.2% in the year after-completion.
With regards to rates of parenting agreement, both versions of ICM and the CE group
were slightly lower (In Person-ICM=77.2%, Online-ICM=67.1%, and CE=68.8%) than those
reported in the one other study that reported on the rate of parenting agreement as an outcome.
That study on Impasse-Directed Mediation (Johnson & Campbell,1986) reported that 80% of
parents (n=40) in an individual format and 85% of parents (n=40) in a group format reached an
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agreement. However, Johnson and Campbell (1986) does not report participant characteristics or
pre-intervention court involvement making it difficult to ascertain its comparability to the present
study’s sample.
This study contributes to the court system and research community’s knowledge on what
effect size values may be expected when comparing targeted multicomponent interventions for
high conflict parents with standard evaluative court services. Reporting effect sizes for both
significant and nonsignificant results is important for interpreting the current study’s findings
and to enable comparisons by future studies. Effect sizes are also needed to conduct a priori
power analyses to determine sample size. In the present study, Cohen’s Fs were reported in the
mixed ANOVAs tables (see tables 4-7). Effect sizes were greatest for the main effect of time
(Cohen’s Fs ranged from .576-.849) across mixed ANOVAs for measures of court utilization.
This suggests medium to large effect sizes for the significant differences between before and
after-completion frequencies of court utilization. The time*group interaction effects were weak
for the mixed ANOVAs comparing the three groups on measures of court utilization (Cohen’s Fs
ranged from .045-.100). However, the effect size was small-moderate effect size, in the context
of social science research, for the mixed ANOVA comparing the number online curriculum
completers on total court services (Cohen’s F=.225). It is possible, as discussed in the limitations
section below, that the study was underpowered to detect significance at an effect size of .225.
The Cramer’s V values for the Chi-squared analyses comparing groups on the proportion of
successful parenting cases was .097 when comparing In Person-ICM to CE, .019 when
comparing Online-ICM to CE, and .122 when comparing In-Person and Online-ICM. The effect
sizes comparing In Person-ICM to the other groups approach or exceed the .10 value that is
considered the minimal threshold for a small effect size.
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Overall, given the study’s primary focus on comparing changes in court utilization across
the three intervention groups, these effect sizes suggest that differences between groups are
negligible. Of note given the study limitations (discussed below), it is important to view these
effect sizes with caution and to reassess effect sizes in future iterations of the study that include
increased methodological rigor (e.g., fidelity assessments, voluntary random assignment of
parents). However, an important consideration for the court system going forward is what effect
sizes would they consider meaningful and worthwhile for pursuing an intervention for high
conflict parents.
Online-ICM analyses
Results suggested that there were no significant differences in the number of court
negotiations, child-related issues, court services or in the proportion of successful and
unsuccessful cases between Online-ICM parenting cases in which both, one, or none of the
parents completed the online psychoeducation/skill-based curriculum. Bowers, Mitchell,
Hardesty, and Hughes (2011) explained that it is difficult to determine the effectiveness of
asynchronous self-directed online divorce psychoeducation-based curriculums since it is often
unknown whether participants understood the program’s content as they were completing it or if
they actually completed each section of the online curriculum as intended (Bowers et al., 2011).
In the present study, parents had to complete a 10-item multiple choice test at the end of the
online curriculum, which could be retaken until they received the requisite score of > 75%. There
were no other assessments of program content and no program settings that measured the amount
of time that they spent on each unit to assess whether they skipped over units. Therefore, it is
unknown whether parents completed each section of the online curriculum or skipped most of
the content to go straight to the required test. Without additional monitoring and pre and post-
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assessments of parents’ knowledge of program content, it is not possible to conclude that the
online curriculum provides additional benefit to parents beyond their meetings and interactions
with FRCs.
Online-ICM FRC Survey
FRCs responses to the Online-ICM Survey were overwhelmingly positive towards ICM
and provided additional insight into the novel service. Although the sample size was small
(n=10), this feedback is encouraging for ICM given research that facilitator enthusiasm has been
associated with participant responsivity (Berkel et al., 2011). The greatest variation in FRCs
responses on Overall Program Effectiveness centered on whether ICM led to faster outcomes
than other court services for high conflict co-parents. The most endorsed strategy for engaging
parents was “focusing on developing a rapport with parents.” The most endorsed program
components for reducing parents’ use of the court system were “individual meetings with each
parent” and teaching parents “new communication methods” and “conflict resolution skills.”
FRCs’ responses had the greatest variability regarding the usefulness of “referring parents to
external services” and “The Online Skills for Cooperative Co-parenting Curriculum” for both
increasing parents’ abilities to resolve their disputes and for reducing parents’ use of the court
system to regulate their disputes. Taken together, it appears that FRCs perceived strategies and
program elements that involved directly working with each parent as important components for
achieving program aims. These insights are valuable for training future FRCs and for identifying
key factors that should be formally measured to assess their influence on case outcomes.
Strengths and limitations
The present study improved on past evaluations of court-programs for high conflict
parents. As Haddad et al. (2016) pointed out, many articles advocate for the development of
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targeted services for high conflict parents, but little empirical research has been conducted to
demonstrate their efficacy. This was the first study that not only evaluated two high conflict
programs but used a quasi-experimental design to compare the targeted interventions to a
standard evaluative court service. This is a valuable addition as it allows the courts to determine
not only whether the target interventions are associated with a decrease in court involvement, but
if they are more effective than an existing service. The present study also added to the courts’
knowledge of rates of court negotiations, child-related issues, and court service utilization for
high conflict parents. As noted, only two other studies provided quantitative data on high conflict
parents’ pre-and post-intervention court utilization. Those studies solely focused on parenting
coordination, were limited by small sample sizes (n=21, Brewster et al.,2011; n=49 Henry et al.,
2009), and one of the studies lack significance testing (Henry et al., 2009). The present study’s
data from a relatively large sample of high conflict parenting cases (n=271) who received three
different services, can be used for comparisons for future evaluations. Although the current
study’s methodological rigor and design improved upon past evaluations of court-based high
conflict programs, it still had significant limitations.
The following limitations must be considered when interpreting this study’s results.
Foremost, the study’s quasi-experimental nonequivalent groups design with matching is
vulnerable to numerous threats to validity. Without randomization and the inclusion of a control
group of parenting cases who did not receive any intervention, it is unknown whether withingroup decreases in court involvement are greater than that which would occur simply due to the
passage of time. This is an important limitation because without randomization and control
groups, courts will not be able to definitively assess the intervention’s effectiveness-which is
needed to justify the allocation of court resources.
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The use of nonequivalent pre-existing groups also increases the chance of selection
biases. For instance, it is possible that court locations meaningfully differed from one another in
ways that influenced outcomes beyond the intervention itself (e.g., the quality and experience of
their FRCs, rates of high conflict parenting cases, access to resources, characteristics of parenting
cases etc.). Similarly, lack of randomization increases the chances of significant between-group
differences in parenting cases. For instance, parents in the ICM groups chose to participate in an
intervention that required them to have continued contact with each other and that focused on
learning new ways to co-parent. Since the CE cases took place during the same time as In-Person
ICM but in locations where ICM was not yet offered, it is unknown whether the parents
receiving CE would have had the same level of willingness to attempt to work together in a new
intervention. Therefore, it is possible that each group’s change in court involvement may have
been influenced by the unique characteristics of its parenting cases.
Relatedly, although CE was the best available service to use as the nonequivalent
comparison group and CE cases were selected that met ICM’s eligibility criteria, it is possible
that CE parenting cases meaningfully differed from ICM cases in their level of conflict. Per
CSSD-FSU, high conflict parents were generally referred to CE prior to ICM’s statewide
implementation, but CEs were not limited to high conflict parenting cases. CEs were also used
for parenting cases who may have been unable to reach agreements and had a high level of
conflict over specific issues but may not have the same level of chronic communication and
problem-solving difficulties across all aspects of co-parenting that typify high conflict parents.
Conversely, FRCs used the secondary screen in ICM to target parents with underlying issues
with communication and cooperation. In order to assess the comparability of groups, the concept
of a “high conflict parent case” needs to be more clearly operationalized and a standardized
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screening assessment must be used with all cases to determine and document whether they meet
the criteria.
Further, CSSD-FSU explained that judges sometimes put restrictions on parenting cases
who receive a CE, are unable to reach an agreement or partial agreement, and go to a hearing or
trial after intervention completion. Specifically, the judge may order one or both parties to attend
a specific program or external services (e.g., mental health treatment) and issue a Request for
Leave, that requires one or both parties to seek the court’s permission before filing a new motion.
Therefore, reductions in court utilization for the unsuccessful parenting cases in the CE group
may be due, at least in part, to Requests for Leave during the after-completion period as opposed
to the intervention itself. Without knowing which parenting cases received a Request for Leave,
it is not possible to evaluate how this factor may have impacted the CE group’s post-intervention
court utilization rate and subsequently, how it may have affected the group’s mean change in
court utilization- the basis of between-group analyses.
Also, as noted in the data analysis section, since the exact date that the parents started the
intervention was unknown, all court involvement one-year prior to the target intervention’s
closure date was considered “before completion.” This reduces the precision of analyses in
examining the intervention’s influence on court involvement as some of the before-completion
negotiations and court services may have taken place during the intervention. Knowing the
frequency of court-involvment during the intervention is also important as it may provide insight
on the level of co-parents’ conflict as seeking additional services and negotiations during the
intervention might be a proxy for more conflictual parent cases. This is particularly true in ICM
because, with the exception of emergencies, parents were asked not to file motions without first
contacting the FRC and attempting to resolve the issue within the confines of ICM. In addition,
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without knowing the start date it is not possible to to assess how intervention duration may
influence changes in court involvement.
Another potential limitation was the choice to restrict the data to one-year before and
after-intervention completion. As demonstrated in table 2, depending on the group, parenting
cases had been involved in the court for an average of 3.98-4.45 years. Therefore, limiting data
to one year before and after-completion underrepresents the degree of parents’ court utilization
and prohibits the analysis of long-term intervention effects past the first year. Two other
methods of analyses that utilized all available data were considered and evaluated. The first
method controlled for the total number of years each case was involved in the court through
mixed method ANCOVAs. The second method, consisted of mixed method ANOVAs using
ratios for before-completion court indicators (i.e., frequency for each indicator of court
involvement/number of years involved in the court before-completion) and after-completion
indicators (i.e., frequency for each indicator of court involvement/number of years between
intervention completion and the date of data extraction). The results of these two alternative
methods were consistent with those of the present study; there were no significant betweengroup differences in change on any indicator of court involvement over time and there was a
significant main effect of time for all indicators of court involvement with post-hoc analyses
revealing significant within-group reductions in court involvement for all indicators from before
to after-completion.
Ultimately, the one-year before and after-completion method was chosen because the
follow-up periods (i.e., the time between the date the intervention referral was closed and the
date of data extraction) significantly differed between the three groups (F(3,314)=201.4,
p=.000). Since Online-ICM was not launched until 2017, the average time between Online-ICM
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intervention completion and the date of data extraction was significantly shorter than the other
groups. Therefore, unsurprisingly, for Online-ICM, the after-completion time used in the
calculation of total years in alternative method one was significantly shorter and the ratio for
after-completion negotiations in alternative method two was significantly higher, compared to
the other groups. Since all parenting cases had at least one-year of follow-up data, using one-year
before and after-date completion enabled direct comparisons of between-group court
involvement that were not confounded by the significant differences in follow-up time.
As noted in the data analysis section, it was not possible to conduct an a priori power
analyses and it is possible that the present study was not sufficently powered to detect betweengroup differences. Post-hoc power analyses were computed in G*Power (Erdfelder, Faul, &
Buchner, 1996) for each indicator of court involvment based on each Mixed ANOVA’s
interaction effect size (i.e., time * group) and the correlation between before and aftercompletion values. Results demonstrated that the study was underpowered to detect a significant
interaction effect for each indicator (i.e., total negotiations β=.64, child related issues β=.11, and
court services β =.24). Per G*Power computations, based on the present study’s results for
interaction effect size and correlation values, sample sizes of 384 for total neogtiations, 3,912 for
child related issues, and 1,191 for court services are needed for future evaluations to obtain
statistical power at the recommended .80 level (Cohen, 1988).
In addition, although FRCs received numerous trainings on ICM and weekly supervision
and the facilitators of the in-person skill-based psychoeducation curriculum received training,
there were no formal assessments of program fidelity in ICM or CE groups. For instance, for the
In Person-ICM group, it is not known whether psychoeducation group facilitators delivered the
same content and in the same order as described in the manual. Similarly, although ICM
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provided a broad framework for intervening with parents the content, frequency, and means of
interacting with parents (in-person meetings, phone calls, emails) during the intervention may
have differed across FRCs and parenting cases. Without a record of the number, type, and
content of FRCs meetings and communications with parents, it is difficult to assess FRCs
implementation fidelity and program dosage for each parenting case. This data is also necessary
for comparing interventions from a resource and cost perspective.
Finally, ICMs eligibility criteria, which was also used in selecting CE cases for the
comparison group, excluded high conflict parents that had current issues relating to domestic
violence, child abuse, or relocation. Therefore, the parents in the current study may be less
conflictual than the general population of high conflict parents, limiting the generalizability of
study results.
Recommendations for future evaluations
The following recommendations are important considerations for any family court that is
planning to develop, pilot, and evaluate interventions for high conflict parents. They are based on
the present study’s limitations and literature on best practices implementing and evaluating
community-based programs through quasi-experimental designs (Berkel et al., 2011; Hadley,
Lyles, McCulloch, & Cattamanchi, 2018).
Theory of Change. A theory of change (ToC) clearly articulates the program’s intended
outcomes, the program components and activities that will achieve these outcomes, and the
contextual factors that may influence outcomes (Breuer, Lee, De Silva, & Lund, 2016). Ideally,
a ToC is developed through collaborations between diverse stakeholders who can provide insight
on the feasibility and benefits of different approaches (Breuer et al., 2016). For court-based high
conflict parenting interventions aimed at reducing court involvement, a ToC would articulate
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why these parents rely on the court to regulate their disputes, what factors maintain the intensity
and chronicity of their conflict, how these factors can be changed to reduce court involvement,
and what additional factors may influence conflict and the study’s effectiveness. For instance,
for ICM, the ToC may be that parent’s inability to communicate or problem solve and lack of
distress tolerance skills fuels their conflict and reliance on the court system. This ToC then
guides the program design, measurement selection, and implementation procedures, and
evaluation methods. Designing a program in this systematic way and through collaborations
with stakeholders (e.g., program facilitators, court personnel, judges) may increase the likelihood
that: 1) the resulting program design is feasible, 2) the program components and activities target
key change processes, 3) the measures evaluate key change processes, both short and long-term
program outcomes, and other factors that may influence study outcomes (e.g., quality of parents’
working relationships with the FRCs, intensity of parental conflict).
Protocol Development and Design. Developing a clear manual that outlines the
program protocol and specifies how the different aspects of protocol implementation will be
assessed is an important first step in supporting the reliability and validity of later program
evaluations (Berkel et al., 2011). For high conflict court-based programs, this protocol may
include information on 1) recruitment procedures for parenting cases, 2) eligibility criteria for
high conflict parents and how it will be assessed, 3) the qualifications and training that are
required for program facilitators and the methods for ensuring all facilitators meet these uniform
criteria, 4) the intervention itself (e.g., a detailed description of each component of the program,
how it should be delivered, who should deliver it, what assessments will take place to assess
implementation fidelity, and the minimum standard for acceptable fidelity should be clearly
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articulated). Having a detailed protocol supports consistency in program replication across sites
and facilitators.
Also, since there is no universally-accepted definition for a “high conflict parenting case”
(Haddad et al., 2016), the protocol should clearly describe: 1) the program’s criteria for these
cases and 2) the assessment procedures used to ensure parenting cases in all groups meet these
criteria. This was a key limitation of the present study as parents in the CE group did not receive
the secondary intake screen. To avoid this, courts may consider administering a brief assessment
based on the program criteria to all parenting cases who meet with FRCs for a child-related
negotiation. These actions will help ensure that all parenting cases are “high conflict” and allow
other investigators to assess the generalizability of study results.
Monitoring Program Implementation. Simply having a protocol in place and training
facilitators does not ensure that the program was implemented as the developers intended. In
fact, full implementation of programs as intended has rarely been documented in real-world
settings (Wilson, Griffin, Saunders, Kitzman-Ulrich, Meyers, & Mansaurd, 2009). Since
variability in program implementation can directly influence program outcomes, it is necessary
to conduct ongoing assessments of program fidelity (Berkel et al., 2011). Program fidelity is the
degree to which facilitators adhered to the program protocol. Given the range of parenting issues
within this population, it may be unreasonable to expect that all facilitators will cover all the
material and spend the same amount of time on each part of the protocol for every parenting
case. However, in order to have more confidence that the curriculum is influencing outcomes, it
is important to identify its core components and to document whether or not they were delivered
for each case (Berkel et al., 2011). Poor implementation fidelity can skew outcomes and result in
faulty conclusions about the intervention efficacy (Breitenstein et al., 2010). Of note, program
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developers should explicitly inform program implementers that delivering core intervention
components is part of the minimal standard for acceptable fidelity. Fidelity can be assessed
through a combination of methods including: FRCs completing self-report checklists for the core
intervention components at each meeting with parents, parents completing self-report measures
that ask whether they received the core components, and quarterly observational assessments
completed by CSSD-FSU supervisors who are trained in ICM. CSSD-FSU supervisors can also
help reinforce FRCs adherence to protocol fidelity by discussing it during their regular
supervision.
In the case of ICM, these core components may include: teaching parents specific
communication methods and distress tolerance techniques, weekly check-ins with parents via
email or phone, and referring parents to the psychoeducation curriculums and confirming that
they attended. Documenting these variables will also allow evaluators to assess program dosage
(i.e., how much of the intended program did the parents receive) and variations in the number
and type of contacts with FRCs across parenting cases. These differences in program dosage and
contact type/frequency can then be used in analyses to understand their influence on program
outcomes.
Assessing Participant Characteristics and Program-Level Factors. Measuring
program and participant-level factors that are hypothesized to affect program outcomes may
provide insight on mediators and moderators of program efficacy. For instance, ICM was based
on the hypothesis that parents’ high levels of court involvement would be decreased by
improving their methods of communication and increasing their capacities for problem-solving
and distress tolerance. Including assessments of these participant-level factors before, during,
and after the intervention would provide insight on whether they changed during the intervention
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and if changes in these factors were related to changes in court involvement. Other participant
characteristics that have been associated with evaluations of high conflict programs or parents’
level of post-divorce conflict include: how many years they were married (Feng & Fine, 2000),
whether parents are being represented by a lawyer (Braver et al., 2016), satisfaction with custody
arrangements (Malcore, 2010) and socioeconomic status (Malcore, 2010). Collecting data on
these variables and basic demographics (e.g., parents’ high level of education and employment
status) is particularly important in quasi-experimental designs to establish group comparability
on key characteristics and to allow for the control of confounding variables in between-group
analyses (Handley et al., 2018). Therefore, these and other variables of interest should be
collected for all parenting cases as part of routine practice.
An important program-level factor to consider for ICM, and any intervention that
includes ongoing meetings with facilitators and parents, is the quality of parents’ interactions
with the program facilitator. Growing support from program implementation research suggests
that this relationship influences participant responsivity and engagement in interventions (Berkel
et al., 2011). In psychotherapy research, this relationship, referred to as the therapeutic alliance,
has been documented to significantly influence treatment outcomes (Arnow et al., 2013) and
treatment retention (Sharf, Primavera, Diener, & Gelso, 2010). Brief self-report assessments can
be completed throughout the intervention by program facilitators and participants to assess its
influence on court outcomes.
In multi-faceted programs, such as ICM, it is also valuable to gain insight on the
influence of different program components. For instance, adding pre- and post-assessments of
psychoeducation components can provide a proxy of whether the program is increasing
participants’ knowledge of salient program content. For online-psychoeducation/skills-based
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divorce curriculums, Bowers et al. (2011) suggests including required pre and post-quizzes for
each section and collecting accountability data that monitors the amount of time parents spend in
each section (Bowers et al., 2011). These additions would provide some insight on whether
parents gained the intended knowledge for each content area and provide a proxy for curriculum
dosage for each parent.
Study Design. The above recommendations will increase the court system’s confidence
in future study results. However, as noted in the study limitations, it is not possible to conclude
that within and between-group differences in court utilization are due to the interventions
without implementing a study design that includes random assignment and a control group who
does not receive a service. Although studies have demonstrated the feasibility of using
randomization procedures in the court system to compare court-referred services, those studies
did not include a control group who did not receive a service (Braver, Sandler, Hita, & Wheeler,
2016; Dakof et al., 2015; Messina, Calhoun, & Warda, 2012). Without a control group, it is not
possible to conclude whether within-group and between-group changes in court utilization are
greater than that which would have simply occurred with the passage of time. However,
implementing a randomized controlled trial in which a portion of high conflict co-parents would
be denied access to services may be considered unethical, especially when used to evaluate
existing services that individuals are legally entitled to and “would have received in the absence
of the research” (Gueron ,1999, p. 6). Under these circumstances, voluntary randomization may
be the only ethical way to derive a control group. Voluntary randomization requires individuals
to consent to the randomization process- those who do not consent would engage in the standard
practice of determining service allocation.
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Before using voluntary randomization with high conflict parents, the court would first
need to implement a standard screening process that identified high conflict parents and assessed
key demographic variables (e.g., socioeconomic status, parents highest level of education, each
parent’s current relationship status) and risks factors for continued conflict (e.g., parents’ current
level of conflict, number of years married, satisfaction with custody arrangements, use of
lawyers). Once these parents are identified, court personnel would describe the study, its
rationale (i.e., to determine the effectiveness of different services for different parenting cases),
and the randomization procedure. High conflict parenting cases who agree to randomization and
provide informed consent would then be randomly assigned to receive either one of the
interventions, a standard service, or no service. In order to ensure group equivalence on preestablished risk factors for continued conflict and demographic variables, an adapted
randomization model such as the “urn randomization procedure” (see Wei & Lachin, 1988)
could be implemented. Although using voluntary randomization may require an increase in court
resources in the short-term, it will allow courts to definitively evaluate the efficacy of their
programs. This knowledge may enable court systems to make an informed decision on which
programs to implement for high conflict parents.
Conclusion
The present study sought to compare two services that court personnel strongly valued
for high conflict parents to a standard evaluative service. Based on the available data, it was not
possible to conclude that either version of ICM was more effective than the other or CE in
reducing high conflict parents’ court utilization or in helping parents reach agreements or partial
agreements. All three intervention groups had a significant decrease in court involvement from
pre-to post-intervention. Overall, FRCs who completed the Online-ICM survey appeared to
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believe in the effectiveness in the program at achieving long-term reduction in parents’ reliance
on the court to regulate their disputes. The majority reported that Online-ICM helped them work
with high conflict parents. The lack of significant differences between these interventions was
difficult to account for given the current study’s limitations and the lack of data on program and
participant characteristics. Given the documented need for evidenced-based court services for
high conflict parents (Haddad et al., 2016), it is important to conduct further evaluations of these
programs that retain the methodological rigor of the present study while addressing its
limitations and advancing its assessment of program components and participant characteristics.
Incorporating the recommendations that were outlined in this study will enable investigators to
have greater confidence in the results of future evaluations of high conflict programs and to
increase the courts’ understanding of factors that impact program success.
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Table 1
Sample Demographic and Case Variables at Time of Intervention and Court Involvement by Group
Variable

Gender
Male
Female
Missing
Race
Caucasian
African American
Asian
Missing
Number of Children
1
2
3
>4
Legal Custody
Joint
Mother
Father
Other/Unknown
Physical Custody
Joint
Mother
Father
Other/Unknown
Mother Agea

ICM In-Person
(N= 93)

Online-ICM
(N=85)

Proportion (%)

Proportion (%)

CE
(N=93)
Proportion (%)

50
50
0

50
50
0

50
47
3

74.7
6.5
0
18.8

70.6
4.7
1.2
23.5

56.5
4.8
1.1
37.6

57.0
31.2
10.3
1.0

49.4
32.9
15.2
2.5

57.3
30.3
11.2
1.1

90.3
5.5
2.1
2.1

83.5
7.1
3.5
5.9

82.8
4.3
8.6
4.3

25.8
58.1
8.6
7.4
Mn(SD)

21.5
55.3
9.4
7.1
Mn(SD)

28.2
48.4
26.9
4.3
Mn(SD)

37.3(6.1)
SD
39.1(6.9)
9.0(3.4)
4.56(2.9)
.96(1.0)
4.45(2.5)
2.78(.52)

38.0(5.2)

39.7(6.0)
SD
41.1 (6.6)
11(3.2)
5.04(3.3)
.66(.98)
4.29(3.2)
3.14(.67)

Father Ageb
40.4(6.7)
Child Age
9.0(3.0)
c
Total Years Before
4.14(2.9)
Completion
Total
Years Afterd
.43(.53)
e
Completion
Total Years in Court
3.98(2.4)
f
Years Follow-up
1.37(.25)
a Period
Based on cases that had data (10.7% of In Person-ICM cases, 5% of Online ICM cases, and 7.5% of CE cases were
missing data). b Based on cases that had data (11.9% of In Person-ICM cases, 11.8% of Online ICM cases, and
16.1% of CE cases were missing data). cNumber of years between first court involvement and intervention
completion d Number of years between intervention completion and most recent court service or negotiation
e
Number of years between first court involvement and most recent court service or negotiation f Number of years
between intervention completion and data extraction date
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Family Relations Counselors
(N=10)
Variable
Proportion (%)
Female

30

Caucasian

100

Non-Hispanic

100

Highest Level of Education
B.A. Psychology or Human Services

20

M.A. Counseling or Rehabilitation

20

M.A. Marriage and Family Therapy

40

M.A. Counseling

10

Juris2 Doctor (JD)
Table

10
Mn(SD)

Age

49.8(11.0)

Years working in Family Court

13.7(9.6)

Years working as a FRC

12.5(9.3)
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Table 3
Descriptive Statistics for Court Outcomes by Intervention Group One Year Before and After Completion

Outcome

In Person-ICM

Online-ICM

CE

N=93

N=85

N=93

Mn(SD)

Mn(SD)

Mn(SD)

Before-Negotiations

2.99(2.0)

3.26(2.3)

2.73(1.7)

Before-Child Related Issues

4.22(2.9)

4.59(3.8)

4.33(2.9)

Before-Court Services

.44(.70)

.54(.75)

.46(.72)

After-Negotiations

.96(1.5)

.55(.919)

1.15 (1.4)

After-Child Related Issues

1.24(2.0)

1.71(2.5)

1.63(2.0)

After-Court Services

.16(.42)

.20(.46)

.13 (.40

Change in Negotiations

2.03(2.4)

2.06(2.33)

1.58 (1.9)

Change in Child-Related Issues

2.98(3.4)

2.88 (3.6)

2.70(3.2)

Change in Court Services

.28(.50)

.34(.55)

.33 (.61)
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Table 4
Results of Mixed Analysis of Variance for Court Negotiations One Year Before and After Completion

Dependent
Variable

Total
Negotiations

Child Related
Issues

Independent
Variable

P

Cohen’s F

df

F

Time*Group

2,268

1.32

.269

.100

Time

1, 268

193.3

.000

.849

Group

2, 268

1.22

.298

.032

Time*Group

2,268

.163

.849

.001

Time

1,268

192.2

.000

.847

Group

2,268

.861

.424

.078
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Table 5
Results of Mixed ANOVAs for Online Group’s Court Negotiations One Year Before and After Completion

Dependent
Variable

Independent
Variable

df

F

p

Cohen’s F

Total
Negotiations

Time*Group

2,82

1.08

.346

.163

Time

1,82

58.6

.000

.846

Group

2,82

.501

.608

.110

Time*Group

2,82

.305

.738

.084

Time

1,82

49.42

.000

.084

Group

2,82

.116

.891

.055

Child
Related
Issues

ICM EVALUATION

61

Table 6
Results of Mixed Analysis of Variance for Court Service Use One Year Before and After Completion

Dependent
Variable

Independent
Variable

df

F

P

Cohen’s F

Total
Negotiations

Time*Group

2,268

.333

.717

.045

Time

1, 268

88.87

.000

.576

Group

2, 268

.559

.573

.063
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Table 7
Results of Mixed Analysis of Variance for Online Group’s Court Service Utilization One Year Before and After
Completion

Dependent
Variable

Independent
Variable

df

F

P

Partial Eta
Squared

Total Court
Services

Time*Group

2,82

2.08

.130

.225

Time

1, 82

34.42

.000

.648

Group

2, 82

1.66

.196

.201
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Intensive Case Management (ICM) Survey

The following questions ask about your training background and familiarity working with high conflict
parents. All responses will be presented in aggregate.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Gender: Male __ Female ___
Race: _________
Ethnicity __________ Age _____
What is you highest level of education: _______
What was your terminal degree in (e.g., Criminal Justice, Social Work):
________
How many years have you worked in Family Court/JD Court?
________
How many years have you worked as Family Relations Counselor?
________
Approximately how many ICM referrals have you been assigned (check one)?
Less than 5___

Between 5-10__ Between 10-15__ Between 15-20__ More than 20__

8. Approximately how many ICM cases do you typically handle at a time?
________
9. Approximately how much time do you spend on an ICM case per week?
____hours per case
10. Have you performed other services with high conflict parents (e.g., mediation, conflict resolution
conference, comprehensive evaluations, etc.)?
yes____
no___
The following questions ask about your perspective on Intensive Case Management (ICM) and your
experiences conducting ICM. For each question, please select the response choice that most resonates
with your experience.
Overall Program Effectiveness
a. ICM increases parents’ ability to resolve coparenting issues on their own

Always

Most of
the Time

Rarely

Never

b. ICM decreases parents’ reliance on the court
system to resolve their disputes
c. ICM strengthens parents’ ability to
communicate together
d. ICM strengthens parents’ conflict resolution
skills
e. ICM increases parents’ ability to positively
manage their negative emotions
f. ICM helps parents reach a parenting
agreement
g. ICM leads to faster parenting resolutions than
other court services for high conflict parents
(e.g., mediation, conflict resolution
conference)
h. ICM produces more positive long-term
changes in co-parenting (e.g. parents ability to

Always

Most of
the Time
Most of
the Time
Most of
the Time
Most of
the Time
Most of
the Time
Most of
the Time

Rarely

Never

Rarely

Never

Rarely

Never

Rarely

Never

Rarely

Never

Rarely

Never

Most of
the Time

Rarely

Never

Always
Always
Always
Always
Always

Always
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resolve their own disputes without court
involvement) than other court services for
high conflict parents (e.g., mediation, conflict
resolution conference)

Effectiveness of Program Components

1. How useful are the following strategies at engaging parents?
a) Presenting the potential costs and benefits of
their options (e.g., ICM, other family court
services, court hearing)

Very
Useful

Moderately
Useful

Somewhat Not
Useful
useful

b) Explaining ICM’s focus on changing coparenting interactions

Very
Useful

Moderately
Useful

Somewhat Not
Useful
useful

c) Emphasizing the impact conflict has on the
children

Very
Useful

Moderately
Useful

Somewhat Not
Useful
useful

d) Focusing on developing a rapport with the
parents

Very
Useful

Moderately
Useful

Somewhat Not
Useful
useful

Other (write in):

Very
Useful
Very
Useful

Other (write in):

Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful

Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful

Not
useful
Not
useful

2. How useful are the following program components in increasing parents’ ability to resolve their
own parenting disputes?
a. Joint meetings with both parents
b. Individual meetings with each parent
c. Weekly check-ins with each parent via phone
or email
d. Referring parents to external services (e.g.,
Adult Behavioral Health Services, Madonna
place, New Opportunities)
e. The Online Skills for Cooperative Coparenting Curriculum

Very
Useful
Very
Useful
Very
Useful
Very
Useful
Very
Useful

Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful

Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful

Not
useful
Not
useful
Not
useful
Not
useful
Not
useful
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f. The requirement that parents must refrain
from filing custody-related motions during
ICM

Very
Useful

Moderately
Useful

Somewhat
Useful

Not
useful

g. Teaching parents new communication
methods (e.g., BIFF, proposals)
h. Teaching parents conflict resolution skills

Very
Useful
Very
Useful
Very
Useful
Very
Useful
Very
Useful

Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful

Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful

Not
useful
Not
useful
Not
useful
Not
useful
Not
useful

Very
Useful

Moderately
Useful

Somewhat
Useful

Not
useful

i. Teaching parents problem solving skills
j. Pointing out the consequences of their current
ways of interacting
k. Other (write in):

l. Other (write in):

3. How useful were the following program components in reducing parents’ use of the court system
to resolve their disputes?
a. Joint meetings with both parents
b. Individual meetings with each parent
c. Weekly check-ins with each parent via phone
or email
d. Referring parents to external services (e.g.,
Adult Behavioral Health Services, Madonna
place, New Opportunities)
e. The Online Skills for Cooperative Coparenting Curriculum
f. The requirement that parents must refrain
from filing custody-related motions during
ICM
g. Teaching parents new communication
methods (e.g., BIFF, proposals)
h. Teaching parents conflict resolution skills
i. Teaching parents problem solving skills

Very
Useful
Very
Useful
Very
Useful
Very
Useful

Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful

Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful

Not
useful
Not
useful
Not
useful
Not
useful

Very
Useful
Very
Useful

Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful

Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful

Not
useful
Not
useful

Very
Useful
Very
Useful
Very
Useful

Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful

Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful

Not
useful
Not
useful
Not
useful
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j. Pointing out the consequences of their current Very
ways of interacting
Useful
k. Other (write in):
Very
Useful
l. Other (write in):
Very
Useful

Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful
Moderately
Useful

Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful
Somewhat
Useful

Not
useful
Not
useful
Not
useful

Challenges
4. How often did the following factors interfere with conducting ICM?:
Too many parenting cases to manage

Always

Parents missing meetings

Always

Parents’ not completing the Online Training Program

Always

Parents’ not following ICM parameters (e.g., not filing
new custody motions or agreed upon changes)
Stressors outside of the co-parenting relationship (e.g.,
parent’s job stress, extended family issues, new partners,
financial stress)
Lack of community resources for referrals

Always

Other (write in):

Always

Other (write in):

Always

Always

Always

Most of
the Time
Most of
the Time
Most of
the Time
Most of
the Time
Most of
the Time

Rarely

Never

Rarely

Never

Rarely

Never

Rarely

Never

Rarely

Never

Most of
the Time
Most of
the Time

Rarely

Never

Rarely

Never

Most of
the Time

Rarely

Never

Satisfaction with ICM

5. Rate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:
ICM reduced the amount of time I spent working on
high conflict cases in the long-run
ICM provided me with a helpful structure for
working with high conflict parents
The online co-parenting curriculum helped me teach
skills to parents

Strongly
Agree
Strongly
Agree
Strongly
Agree

Agree
Agree
Agree

Disagree Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Strongly
Disagree
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Supervision helped me manage my ICM cases
Group supervision with other family relations
counselors helped me manage my ICM cases
Other (write in):
Other (write in):
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Strongly
Agree
Strongly
Agree
Strongly
Agree
Strongly
Agree

Agree
Agree
Agree
Agree

Disagree Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Strongly
Disagree
Disagree Strongly
Disagree

